The article addresses Lithuania's foreign policy vis-à-vis the Eastern Partnership programme in 2009-2014 from the perspective of small states' abilities to influence decisionmaking processes within the European Union. The author aims at revealing the puzzle of Lithuania's marginal capacities of absolute power being disproportional to the output of its foreign policy towards implementation of the Eastern Partnership programme and hence utilising "smart state strategy" conceptualised by Anders Wivel. The novelty of the study rests on expansion of applying the smart state strategy towards the post-negotiation stage of the policy implementation. The article contributes to the debate over the applicability of the "smart state strategy" approach towards the Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union, by arguing that Lithuania's foreign policy vis-à-vis the Eastern Partnership programme in 2009-2014 does indeed serve as an example of such behaviour, however recognising Lithuania's initial shift from utilising "small state policy" to "smart state strategy".
Introduction
Adoption of the Lisbon Treaty of the European Union (EU) in 2007, fostered the process of reconsidering the role of the European Union's external policy and frameworks, applied to its neighbourhood in Europe, mainly in the south and east, through institutionalisation of the European Neighbourhood Policy in the form of the Union for Mediterranean and Eastern Partnership (EaP) programme, respectively. The narrative of a "more for more" principle has become the dominant political rhetoric; the intention to form a circle of friends across the EU's external borders supplemented by the introduction of bilateral and multilateral * Maksimas Milta holds a Master's degree in Eastern European and Russian Studies from the Institute of International Relations and Political Sciences at Vilnius University. Email: maksimas@milta.lt tracks of cooperation has been widely promoted by stakeholders and opinionmakers. Emergence of the EaP programme, inaugurated in May 2009 during the Prague Summit, for the first time conceptualised EU external policy vis-à-vis its neighbourhood in Eastern Europe and South Caucasus through establishment of four different pillars of multilateral cooperation and bilateral cooperation with a final goal of establishing political and economic association between the EU and its neighbouring states in the east. Lithuania, one of the smaller EU Member States, historically focused its foreign policy on its direct (Belarus, Russia) and indirect (Ukraine, Georgia) neighbours in the east, and soon after the EU accession in 2004 it switched to promoting itself as a regional leader and role model for the future successful transition of the aforementioned countries to the rule of law and democracy, thus ensuring its own geopolitical intentions of having a safe and predictable political environment across Lithuania's borders. Conventionally considered as a small state within the context of EU decision-making, Lithuania has achieved a tangible level of recognition while contributing to promotion of the EaP programme within its relations with 6 EaP countries, becoming particularly accelerated during its rotating Presidency of the Council of the EU (Presidency). This proactive behaviour of a state, representing 0.59% of the population and possessing an equal amount of votes within the Council highlights an inherent puzzle, whereas its marginal capacities in the decision-making process across the EU has been disproportional to the output of Lithuania's foreign policy towards implementation of the EaP programme, thus signalising the effect of a smart state strategy 1 . Placing utmost political prioritisation of Lithuania's Presidency on achieving deliverables of Association Agreements (AA) and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreements (DCFTA) with the EaP programme's frontrunners, thus encompassing the common European interest, stood as core for exploiting its coalition-building skills with EU Member States.
Given the fact of the EaP countries standing on the edge of Lithuania's security policy and geopolitical interests, the ability to obtain a broad coalition of Member States and the support of the European institution in political prioritisation of the EaP programme demonstrates Lithuania's fulfilled externationalisation of foreign policy interests by means of Europeanisation, galvanised due to the rapid development of Russia's imposed geopolitical and security setting in Eastern Europe. 
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The article searches for answers to the following research question: How does engagement into implementation of the EaP programme reflect Lithuania's foreign policy shift to a smart state strategy? In addition, its aim is to assess Lithuania's foreign policy vis-à-vis 6 EaP countries through the smart state strategy prism under the framework of implementation of the EaP programme.
This article discusses the following argument: the shift of Lithuania's foreign policy under the Eastern Partnership programme in 2009-2014, from utilising "small state policy" to "smart state strategy" rests on exercising self-interested mediator and lobbyist roles in the post-Lisbon Treaty institutional environment.
The innovativeness of the article is based on the expansion of Anders Wivel's introduced categories of "small state policy" and "smart state strategy", whereas the application of both takes place in the post-adoption stage of the European Union policy initiative, in this case, the EaP programme. Merging the conceptual framework of the Europeanisation of foreign policy with the analytical instruments of small states' behaviour, reviewed in the context of geopolitical determination of policy-making, contributes additional input into the European integration research.
The article has three parts. First, the existing strategies of a small state's behaviour within EU external policy decision-making and overall distinguishing between "limiting damage" and "expanding influence" approaches are addressed providing a theoretical basis for the article. Second, in the analytical part the 2009-2011 period of implementing the EaP programme is reviewed, whilst Lithuania's delivered foreign policy is attributed to represent a "Good European" or "small state policy" example, primarily determined by the combination of the election cycle and economic turmoil milieu. Third, the period from post-Warsaw summit until the end of 2014 of the EaP programme's implementation is analysed, whereas explanation of the transformation within Lithuania's foreign policy of adopting a "smart state strategy" approach by means of the self-interested mediator and lobbyist roles are utilised.
The influence of small states in the European Union: room for manoeuvre
The predecessor of the EU -the European Coal and Steel Community was initially founded by 3 larger (West Germany, France, Italy) and 3 smaller states (Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands), whilst the current 28 EU Member States demonstrate a significant change in composition of the membership, given that the population of 20 of the 28 Member States is less than 12 million per country. Thus significant transformation within the membership structure of the EU and deepening of the integration between Member States, especially after the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty makes analysis of small EU Member States' behaviour within the decision-making process a valuable branch of European integration studies.
There is no consensus among scholars regarding precise criteria for defining the smallness of states. Starting from the 1960s, several generations of scholars aimed at conceptualising the issue, including Raimo Väyrynen, Andres Wivel, Baldur Thorhallsson, Tom Crowards and Diana Panke. For the research addressing the EU decision-making process, the allocation of votes within the Council of the EU in the post-Lisbon Treaty environment and more often the appearance of informal consultations of larger states, should be mentioned 2 as a general means of defining the smallness of states. Recent research in the field of small state studies suggests 3 a shift in reviewing not the power a state possesses but rather the power it exercises, thus addressing the relational nature of a definition tied to a specific spatial-temporal context. This suggestion is a useful tool for illustrating the vagueness of absolute criteria in defining the influence of a small member state in EU decision-making 4 . Defining small state capacities within the EU power asymmetry proposes a puzzle regarding the size of a Member State affecting its actions within EU decisionmaking, thus the action capacity of a small state, as argued by Thorhallsson 5 , stands as a valuable instrument for further analysis. In the present article a working definition of a small EU Member State will be addressed to those Member States, having less than the average amount of votes in the Council (i.e., less than 3.57 in the Qualified Majority Voting system) 6 . Utilisation of the following variable is based on the widespread application of this approach and its usefulness in studies Traditionally, policy, exploited by a small state in the EU decision-making process, is defined by adjusting to the binding powers of the larger Member States (i.e., minimising the negative impact of the limit of absolute power) through utilisation of the following strategies 8 : 1. Hiding -institutionalised through neutrality or non-alignment status; 2. Seeking shelter -conducted through membership in alliances (e.g., NATO); 3. Binding -ensured through establishment of internationally applied and recognised rules, institutions and norms. However, the complexity of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (precisely, further reviewed EaP programme) provides a political configuration where particular Member States are empowered to exercise specific interest in a proactive way, primarily caused by their own legacy and national priorities. Lithuania stands here as an object of interest and is conventionally considered as a small state endogenously and exogenously, also when applying the article's working definition.
From the security perspective, small states traditionally seek to be sheltered by the larger states, thus relying on the latters' actions. Adjusting this feature to the temporal dimension of the launch of the EaP programme, it is important to stress that the purpose of the programme was not only a way to externalise and institutionalise the Polish-Swedish draft on the basis of the Union for Mediterranean precedent, but also to develop a visible instrument for accommodating the security setting in Eastern Europe and ensuing ties between the EU and the 6 EaP countries, especially in the aftermath of 2008 Russo-Georgian war. Some scholars argue 9 that small states possess structural disadvantages on the level of exerting influence and decision-making when compared to their bigger counterparts, primarily due to a lack of resources and funding of diplomatic staff, organisational capacities and the limits of possible expertise provision.
On the other hand, small states are able to deliver influence via dimensions of: bargaining power (threat), argumentative power (expertise), and power of reputation (image). Panke claims 10 these approaches can also be enhanced in the following manner: Panke, (note 7) p. 801. 10 Ibid., p. 802.
1. Bargaining power can be supplemented by institutional coordination at the regional level and strategic coalition building with bigger states. 2. Argumentative power can be assisted by a small state contacting the European Commission and relevant policy prioritisation. 3. Power of reputation can be adjusted by the impartiality of a small state and professional execution of the Presidency by a small Member State. When it comes to the latter, scholars stress: "holding of the Presidency by smaller countries can therefore be considered an institutional opportunity to strengthen their position" 11 . Small states are not limited in uploading their national interests to the level of EU decision-making, in particular if strategies corresponded with the steps undertaken by a small member state, such as learning, coordination and legitimacy, according to Panke 12 . Prior research demonstrates 13 that small Member States demonstrate a visible level of support for the implementation of legal norms, in this way ensuring the suitable legal framework for further steps to be undertaken in a specific area, which traditionally involves the consensus culture of EU decisionmaking. Additionally, researchers bring evidence of the smallness of small states not resulting in dis-functionality within their own foreign policy, but rather the foreign policy of small states being focused on a small functional and geographical range of interest, therefore requesting fewer resources to be allocated than what the larger states do 14 . Despite being asymmetrically dependent on larger EU members, the smaller states are able to utilise factors of their own smallness for uploading national priorities. Among these factors, consistency, persuasive ideas and credibility are traditionally suggested when reviewing the impact of Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg on the formation of the European Monetary Union
15
. Thus the way small states utilise their own influence is determined by the vulnerabilities small states possess in terms of absolute power. This is why small states' behaviour within the EU decision-making process can also be grounded on utilising weaknesses 
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From Small State Policy to Smart State Strategy for delivering influence, through the state acting as a) lobbyist, b) self-interested mediator, or c) norm entrepreneur, as conceptualised by Wivel
16
. Although small states are often seen as the weak part in the asymmetric relationship, exploiting influence over decision-making processes within the EU also prerequisites solid efforts aimed at viable coalition-building.
Wivel argues 17 that the behaviour of small EU Member States is located in a continuum of two extremes: small state policy and smart state strategy, whereas small states are encouraged to maximise own influence if the following characteristics of a smart state strategy are preserved:
1. A small member state's goals and means towards the promotion of specific policy should be highly focused, instead of aiming at an explicitly broad agenda, while a small member state should also be ready to negotiate the suggestion. 2. Seeking common European interests should be ensured, preferably avoiding conflict with existing policies, but rather supplementing existing policies with an additional framework or focus area, whereas coalitionbuilding skills are required. 3. Mediation skills between the interests of larger Member States should be delivered. Summarising the existing approaches in small Member States' delivering influence in EU decision-making, it should be noted that small states are generally considered as able to deliver this influence, though they do bear the vulnerability of a lack of absolute power. Despite traditionally directing their own foreign policies in accommodating the interests of larger Member States, smaller states are advised to consider exploitation of proactive behaviour, involving (1) a combination of coalition-building skills, (2) a precise and realistic agenda towards a common European interest, (3) the ability of prioritisation of argumentation-led discussion and (4) possession of a relevant reputation based on professional arrangement of the Presidency and impartiality of their own interests, if they intend to deploy their own influence at the European level. Categorisation of various modes of behaviour provides a specification of how the smart state strategy can be exploited either through prioritising exerting influence either through the institutional frameworks of the European Commission and European Parliament (lobbyist approach) or through the Council dimension (self-interested mediator), or by reaching a benchmarking level of policy-implementation domestically prior to its exploitation at the European level (norm entrepreneur).
In the next two analytical chapters of the article, Lithuania's foreign policy under the EaP programme in 2009-2014 will be assessed on the basis of fulfilling the logics of a small state policy or smart state strategy approach in order to track the evidence of the shift that took place during the given period, and its causes.
Good European: from European Neighbourhood Policy to Warsaw Summit
Soon after the fulfilment of Lithuania's initial mission of "returning to Europe"
18 by joining the EU and NATO in 2004, coherent adaptation of the "Good European" role of smooth adaptation of acquis during pre-accession negotiations and asymmetric dependence on EU budget support 19 within the EU decisionmaking process has become a dominant trend of behaviour, as determined by the insufficiency of professionals in public service and aspects of identity transition after the re-establishment of independence. However, scholars distinguish certain policy areas where Lithuania's involvement has been different, among such are the EU Neighbourhood policy and its Eastern Dimension 25 , despite Adamkus' involvement in mediating Ukraine's Orange Revolution political crisis and advocating for Georgia's territorial integrity during the Russo-Georgian war, the regional leadership role did not convert into Lithuania's influence across European institutions, primarily due to its incomparability and lack of experience of operating under Brussels' game. 
Lithuania's Foreign Policy Under the Eastern Partnership Programme in 2009-2014:
From Small State Policy to Smart State Strategy the country's foreign policy 31 , hence Grybauskaitė's imposed approach to limiting unilateral proactive behaviour of Lithuania's foreign policy vis-á-vis the EaP countries reduced implementation of the Government's programme to levels of Development Cooperation and means of technical assistance to recipient countries.
Externally, the combination of the election cycle of the European Parliament and implementation of the Lisbon Treaty, thus establishing the European Union External Action Service (EEAS), transformed the institutional disposition of Member States in determining EU foreign policy. The Polish Presidency of 2011 did not manage to deliver initialling Ukraine as AA as a result of political developments in Ukraine, accompanied by the imprisonment of Tymoshenko, resulting in the ensuing frozen year in EU-Ukrainian relations 32 and the widely assumed failure of the Warsaw Summit 33 . As a result, the first stage of implementation of the EaP programme, starting with discussions over internal demand of strengthening the ENP towards the east, initiated by the German Presidency 34 and ending with the Warsaw Summit, did not become a prime time for Lithuania to deliver influence over EU decisionmaking processes vis-à-vis the EaP programme. Instead, Lithuania demonstrated supporting behaviour characteristic of a "Good European", determined by its possession of endogenous and exogenous limits and a crisis of transition from its previously exercised role of a regional leader and with its diplomatic capacities additionally restrained due to chairmanship of the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe in 2011. Therefore, analysed within Wivel's suggested categories, Lithuania's reluctance to engage in bargaining behaviour vis-à-vis the EaP programme in 2009-2011, utilisation of a policy-taker's approach and the general focus on Grybauskaitė's announced pragmatic policy approach provides evidence of the essential logics of small state policy -taking smallness of the state as a departure point for formulating policy actions on "damage control". 
Acting smart: before and after the Vilnius Summit
The EaP programme is a unique example of EU policy-making, primarily due to being a "project in the making", thus the flexible design of the programme facilitates exploiting further enhancement of cooperation, based on the achievements of the recipient country; the EaP tackles both CFSP and counterbalances the geopolitical setting in Eastern Europe, through undermining the previously dominating position of Russia. Public discourse has no doubts as to the significance of the Polish-Swedish contribution for drafting the initial EaP proposal, when the postWarsaw timeline of the EaP programme implementation is projected, i.e., the stage of actual implementation of the programme (different from the stage of negotiating the programme), involving respective competition for discursive attention and political prioritisation, provision of funding, expertise and technical assistance among other existing EU programmes.
The failure of the Warsaw Summit and the ensuing frozen year in EU-Ukraine relations 35 produced the risk of the EaP programme's failure in tackling recipient countries. Assuming these initial conditions and learning from the experience of the Polish Presidency, an explicit round of preparations for Lithuania's Presidency was launched by the Seimas adopting Presidency priorities, among them -the EaP programme, thus demonstrating the unprecedented case of a smaller EU Member State determining the foreign policy initiative as its Presidency priority in the post-Lisbon Treaty institutional environment. As according to diplomats 36 and scholars 37 , in order to proceed with this step, comprehensive preparation work with European institutions, primarily the EEAS, has been undertaken. 
Lithuania's Foreign Policy Under the Eastern Partnership Programme in 2009-2014: From Small State Policy to Smart State Strategy
EaP programme for Lithuania's security environment 38 , institutional transformation within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, whereas the existing Department of Eastern Neighbourhood Policy was supplemented by the introduction of an additional Eastern Partnership division. According to then-Foreign Minister Ažubalis, the EaP started to dominate within the discourse of bilateral relations with recipient countries 39 ; diplomats confirm that discussions about Lithuania's bilateral relations with recipient countries started to encompass issues of the Eastern Partnership on regular basis 40 . Lastly, Prime Minister Kubilius' office also commissioned a Presidency-related research project 41 in order to provide evidence for further political decision-making and preparation for taking over Presidency duties. Presidency, Member States and European institutions 44 . In the situation of the inherited trajectory of requested progress with Ukraine to be achieved in order to achieve Lithuania's internal geopolitical goal of pursuing Ukraine's integration with the European Union, experts emphasise successful orientation of Lithuania's Presidency on a facilitating role and provide very favourable assessment of implementation of its Presidency duties 45 , in particular by avoiding undermining of EEAS and European Commission roles 46 , hence standing as an honest broker, assisting European institutions in fostering its policies, earning trust and support across institutions, accumulating potential for its further utilisation during sensitive discussions on reaching deliverables with EaP recipients at the Vilnius Summit.
Prior research in the field of EU decision-making vis-à-vis external relations is sceptical over the Presidency's influence on agenda-setting potential 47 , given that only COREPER II remains to be chaired, whilst FAC, PSC and the Working Party on Eastern Europe and Central Asia (COEST) are chaired by EEAS officials. However, scholars do also argue that informal relations and mechanisms remain equally important for the rotating Presidency When it comes to utilisation of coalition-building skills, working closely with EaP enthusiasts like Sweden and Poland and prior networking in the region ensured support of Baltic and Nordic counterparts, promoting our own smallness appeared to stand as an attractive factor in bringing in support of the Visegrád group, whilst Germany's support was ensured thanks to the like-mindedness of Foreign Minister 
Westerwelle regarding the EaP programme's topicality and Lithuania's imposed political prioritisation of the programme. According to diplomats, Germany's support was highly instrumental during negotiations on the COREPER II level 51 , supplemented by the United Kingdom's steadily growing support 52 for Lithuania's efforts in agenda-shaping and brokering the EaP agenda, with the milestone of Prime Minister Cameron's participation in the Vilnius Summit ensured smooth proceedings with legislative procedures and reaching deliverables with recipient countries to-be-signed at the Vilnius Summit.
The rapid development of domestic politics in Ukraine and Armenia, as a result of Russia's imposed pressure on both 53 , led to the inability to sign AA during the Vilnius Summit. While Armenia's rationale has been argued by its intention join the Eurasian Customs' Union, President Yanukovych expressed concerns over the negative impact of the AA and DCFTA on jeopardising Ukraine's economy, which caused a wave of public protest in Kyiv, referred to as the Euromaidan, which resulted in the ousting of President Yanukovych. In this respect, Lithuania's contributed efforts of utmost political prioritisation of reaching deliverables during the Vilnius Summit has advanced the turning point of European UnionUkraine-Russia relations, as according to scholars Lithuanian Presidency "was admired among Member State officials for the way in which they actively consulted and engaged with them in achieving common objectives" 57 , thus providing an added value as "in the long-term many predict that Lithuania will enjoy favourable relations with the EEAS and future Council Presidencies"
58 . This favourable evaluation of Lithuania's Presidency goes in line with the assessment provided by the European Council on Foreign Affairs Scorecard 2014 59 of Lithuania as a "leader" in categories of 1) Support for the European Commission in resisting Russian pressure on Eastern Partnership countries, 2) Support for a strong line on the release of Tymoshenko, and 3) Support for efforts to achieve a visa-free regime with Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova.
Inability of the EU to pursue President Yanukovych to sign AA and DCFTA during the Vilnius Summit is considered by analysts as a turning point in the progress of the EaP programme 60 . Despite rapid development of the domestic political setting in Ukraine, involving unprecedented public protests in Kyiv and throughout the country, the ousting of President Yanukovych, extraordinary Presidential and Parliamentary elections and election of a consolidated proEuropean majority across all branches of power, the first reactions in the aftermath of the Vilnius Summit argued 61 a need for revision of the programme, through recognition of Russia's role in the region, increasing funding mechanisms for adjustment of transition costs of recipient countries and introduction of clearer finality of the programme through the offer of membership in the European Union.
Right before the galvanisation of resistance between public protesters and President Yanukovych, a non-paper, enlisting 20 points on the EaP programme after the Vilnius Summit was circulated within COEST in the beginning of February, 2014. Produced as a common effort of 13 Member States 62 , the non-paper suggests 57 Kaznowski, (note 36) p. 27. 58 Ibid., p. 27.
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From Small State Policy to Smart State Strategy aiming at maintaining political prioritisation of EaP via strengthening visibility, enhancement of the programme through designing a differentiated concept of PCA for Armenia and a pledge to express more explicit support of development in recipient countries. Notwithstanding the eventual breakthrough of the EaP by signing AA and DCFTA with all three frontrunners of the EaP programme in mid-2014, the progress and agenda of the EaP programme in 2014 was heavily dominated by Russia's actions vis-à-vis Ukraine, primarily its occupation of Crimea and military intervention into the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. Rapid development of the security setting in Europe has resulted in three rounds of sanctions on behalf of the European Union towards Russia, with Lithuania taking an exceptional hardliner position, thus gaining additional recognition from the United Kingdom 63 . In addition to Lithuania's bilateral aid to Ukraine provided through means of development cooperation, humanitarian and military aid accounts for 0.6 million Euros, supplemented by the delegation of 18 Lithuanian experts 64 to Ukraine provides additional recognition among European counterparts.
From the Parliamentary perspective, a consistent advocacy for ensuring Ukraine's territorial integrity and demand for applying sanctions towards Russia has been raised by the Seimas in three consequent resolutions 65 in January-April of 2014, supplemented by the Committees on European Affairs and Foreign Affairs adopting a strategy on Lithuania's support to Ukraine, informally referred to as the Marshall Plan to Ukraine in the Lithuanian media 66 , initially drafted by the opposition faction of the Homeland Union -Lithuanian Christian Democrats 67 , 63 aimed to be promoted by Lithuanian Parliamentarians within the COSAC dimension 68 . On the level of political discourse, Grybauskaitė has been consistently demonstrating a hard-liner position towards developments in Ukraine by stating that "Russia is terrorizing its neighbors and using terrorist methods" 69 , which has been widely circulated in domestic and international media. Her encompassed hard-liner standing towards Russia was also supplemented by strong voicing of the presence of an existential threat to Lithuania, both in the international media 70 and during her annual State of the Nation address 71 . Another firm standing has been demonstrated in naming Russia as a "terrorist state" 72 , which on the whole should be interpreted as perceiving Lithuania's realpolitik foreign policy determination 73 , inherited from the times of Adamkus' promoted role of regional leader. Lastly, Lithuania's election as non-permanent member of the United Nations Security Council (UN SC) for the 2014-2015 mandate has provided a forum for utilisation of a hard-line standing regarding military confrontation in Eastern Ukraine and the occupation of Crimea 74 , thus initiating 8 out of 26 total meetings 75 . In this respect, utilisation of her hard-liner standing, based on the geopolitical determination of Russia's imposed threat to Lithuania through its actions towards Ukraine and the progress of the EaP programme, requires strengthening cooperation ties with Poland and overcoming the crisis in top-level political relations between the two states, which also coincides with recommendations submitted by interviewees 78 . Summarizing the rationale of Lithuania's behaviour during the EaP programme in 2012-2014, it is important to highlight the following summands:
-Combination of 1) comprehensive organisational preparation, based on learning from the Polish Presidency and agenda-planning, 2) establishment of cooperative and trustworthy relations across European institutions, 3) utmost political prioritisation of the EaP programme, 4) absence of undermining larger Member States' roles and fulfilment of vital coalition-building, 5) consensus among domestic stakeholders regarding importance of the EaP programme as an empowering instrument of domestic foreign policy ensured Lithuania's agendashaping and brokering powers during its rotating Presidency of the Council of the EU within bilateral and multilateral tracks of cooperation, thus delivering smooth implementation of its own determined goals vis-à-vis recipient countries, with an overarching objective of fostering European integration of recipient countries (or at least frontrunners), thus exercising the roles of "self-interested mediator" and "lobbyist" under its smart state strategy determined behaviour; -Success in coalition-building has been driven by its ability of justifying the Eastern Partnership as a common European interest to various groupings of Member States, therefore exploiting the role of honest broker within the Council; -The ability to reach set goals under the EaP framework and expand internal outreach of the EaP among other CFSP areas was possible due to exercising the facilitating role of resources of European institutions in reaching smooth consensus during negotiations over unilateral expansion of trade preferences towards Ukraine and overall negotiations on the AA and DCFTA; -Geopolitical escalation in Eastern Europe, illustrated by Russia's imposed pressure on Armenia and Ukraine, supplemented by Crimea's occupation and Russia's military presence in Eastern Ukraine strengthened the rationale towards toughening the geopolitical orientation of Lithuania's foreign policy. Given on-going escalation, internal demand for the introduction of a more tangible security component within the revised EaP programme started to prevail in the political discourse.
Conclusions
Emergence of the EaP programme, as an extension of the ENP, provided an unprecedented political initiative of the EU vis-à-vis its neighbourhood in Eastern Europe, bearing significant geopolitical importance to one of the smaller EU Member States -Lithuania. Recipient countries of the EaP programme stood as core of Lithuania's previously possessed regional leadership policy under Adamkus. Despite Grybauskaitė's exercised change of means, rhetoric and strategic partnerships of foreign policy, its geopolitical character has remained.
The incompatibility of Lithuania's regional leadership role with the institutional environment of the European Union galvanised during post-PCA mandate negotiations was later supplemented by Grybauskaitė's announced orientation on a pragmatic approach to foreign policy, which resulted in bearing a "Good European" or "small state policy" approach over all areas of EU policy-making with an orientation towards enhancement of socialisation and networking across Member States during the first stage of the EaP programme's implementation. Simultaneously, enforcement of the Lisbon Treaty has led to the appearance of a new range of actors within the EU external policy, decreasing the already limited powers of influence of small Member States, thus determining new ways of informal cooperation among Member States to be utilised in order to influence decision-making processes, involving coalition-building, brokering and others.
Development of the security setting in Eastern Europe, reflected in the RussoGeorgian war of 2008, consolidation of power by President Putin of Russia and the ensuing occupation of Crimea and military aggression in Eastern Ukraine resulted in Lithuania's domestic demand for fostering implementation of the EaP programme to ensure the EU's counterbalancing presence towards Russia's
